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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

Claims 1 to 7, 10 to 12, and 14 to 16 are currently pending in this 
application. In view of the following remarks, it is respectfully submitted that all of the 
presently pending claims are allowable, and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

II. Objection and Amendments to the Drawings 

The drawings were objected to under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .84 (p)(5) because 
they do not include the reference sign for the cooling bore holes. Applicants respectfully 
submit that the drawings, as amended, include reference number 14 for the cooling 
bore holes, and therefore, overcome the present objection to the drawings. 

Figure 4 has also been amended so as to narrow the cooling grooves 
relative to the grooves in Figure 5. No new matter has been added. See original 
claim 14 and the Specification, for example, at p. 5, lines 15 to 17. Therefore, 
withdrawal of the objection to the drawings is respectfully requested. 

Figure 3 has been amended to more clearly show the varying size of the 
bore holes, the varying spacing between the bore holes 14 and the varying spacing of 
the bore holes to the cooling surface along the width of the casting die. No new matter 
has been added. The Specification states, for example, on page 5, lines 15 to 24 that, 
as with the cooling channels, the bore holes can be made narrower, spaced closer and 
brought closer to the pouring surface in the supercritically stressed areas on both sides 
of the funnel so as to make the cooling surface effectively larger in those areas. See 
also original claims 12 to 15. 

III. Objection to the Specification 

The Specification was objected to under 37 C.F.R. §1 .75 (d)(1) as 
allegedly failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the claimed subject matter. 

The Office Action alleges that the terms "thickness" in claim 1 1 and the 
"reduced" in claim 10 are unclear. Specifically, the Office Action alleges that it is 
unclear whether the thickness are of a constant value or taper. Given the state of the 
prior art, Applicants respectfully submit that Applicants are not required to limit these 
claims to further detail the type and manner of reduction of thickness. 

With respect to claim 14, the Office Action alleges that the term 
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"narrower" is unclear and is deemed to mean "tapering in a conical manner." Firstly, 
Applicants submit that the term "narrowing," in the context of the application, reasonably 
clearly conveys to one skilled in the art a reduction of width of the cooling grooves. 
Figures 4 and 5 have been amended to clearly show the reduction of width of the 
cooling grooves. Secondly, Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's 
asserted definition of "narrower" and submit that the ordinary definition of the verb 
"narrow" is "to lessen in width or extent." See attached p. 346 of the 1998 Merriam- 
Webster Dictionary. 

Therefore, for all of the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of the objections to the Specification. 

IV. Objection to Claim 16 

Claim 16 was objected to due to an informality. Applicants respectfully 
submit that "a" has been deleted after "for," as suggested by the Examiner. Therefore, 
withdrawal of the objection to claim 16 is respectfully requested. 

V. Rejection of Claims 1 to 7. 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 
under 35 U.S-C.S112, 1 st If 

Claims 1 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, first paragraph, as allegedly containing subject matter which was not described 
in the Specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. Applicants respectfully disagree for the following reasons. 

With respect to claims 1 and 16, the Office Action alleges that the new 
limitations "cooling bore holes running parallel to the pouring direction" contains new 
matter given the alleged lack of discussion in the application of the bore hole running 
parallel to the pouring direction. Original claim 12 states that "the casting die body 
has, running parallel to the pouring direction, a . . . cooling bore hole." Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the recitation of "parallel" in claims 1 and 16 is not 
new matter. Applicants have amended the Specification to provide direct support for 
this claim language. 

The Office Action further alleges that the new limitation "at least one of 
running closer to the pouring surface, being configured narrower, and being spaced 
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closer in at least one portion of the die body" are not clearly shown, resulting in a lack of 
enablement. Applicant respectfully submits that the Final Office Action's present 
assertions and arguments do not reflect the proper standard for determining whether a 
patent application complies with the enablement requirement that the Specification 
describe how to make and use an invention that is defined by the claims. See MP.E.P. 
§ 2164 (even if a claim feature does "lack descriptive support in the disclosure," this 
does not mean that the feature is not enabled; a claim feature "in and of itself may 
enable one skilled in the art to make and use the claim containing" the claim feature). 

This standard may not be based on the subjective beliefs of an examiner, 
but must be based on reasonable arguments that are supported by proper evidence. 
The Supreme Court established the appropriate standard as requiring the 
establishment by proper evidence of whether any experimentation for practicing the 
invention was undue or unreasonable . See MP.E.P. § 2164.01 (citing Mineral 
Separation v. Hyde , 242 U.S. 261, 270 (1916); In re Wands . 858 F.2d. 731, 737, 8 
U.SP.Q.2d 1400, 1404 (Fed Cir. 1988)). Thus, the enablement test is whether "one 
reasonably skilled in the art could make or use the invention from the disclosures in the 
patent coupled with information known in the art without undue experimentation" 
See jd, (citing United States v. Teletronics, Inc. , 857 F.2d 778, 785, 8 U.SP.Q.2d 
1217, 1223 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). 

The Federal Circuit has also stated that there are many factors to be 
considered in determining whether a specification satisfies the enablement 
requirement. These factors include but are not limited to the following: the breadth of 
the claims; the nature of the invention; the state of the prior art; the level of ordinary skill; 
the level of predictability in the art; the amount of direction provided by the inventor; the 
existence of working examples; and the quantity of experimentation needed to make or 
use the invention based on the disclosure. See id (citing In re Wands , 858 F.2d at 737, 
8 U.SP.Q.2d at 1404 and 1407)). The Federal Circuit has further stated that it is 
"improper to conclude that a disclosure is not enabling based on an analysis of only 
one of the above factors," and that an examiner's analysis must "consider all the 
evidence related to each of these factors" so that any nonenablement conclusion "must 
be based on the evidence as a whole." See MP.E.P. § 21 64.01 . 

Moreover, to reject the claims as not being enabling, an examiner bears 
the initial burden of establishing exactly why the "scope of protection provided by a 
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claim is not adequately enabled by the disclosure." See id. (citing In re Wright , 
999 F.2d 1557, 1562, 27 U.S.P.Q.2d 1510, 1513 (Fed. Cir. 1993)). Accordingly, a 
specification that teaches the manner and process of making and using an invention in 
terms that correspond in scope to those used in describing and defining the claimed 
subject matter complies with the enablement requirement. See id. 

In particular, to properly establish enablement or non-enablement, the 
Office must make use of proper evidence, sound scientific reasoning and the 
established law. In the case of Ex Parte Reese , 40 U.S.P.Q.2d 1221 (Bd. Pat. App. & 
Int. 1996), a patent examiner rejected, under the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 
application claims because they were based on an assertedly non-enabling disclosure, 
and was promptly reversed because the rejection was based only on the examiner's 
subjective belief that the specification was not enabling as to the claims. In particular, 
the examiner's subjective belief was simply not supported by any "evidence or sound 
scientific reasoning" and therefore ignored recent case law -- which makes plain that an 
examiner, and not an applicant, bears the burden of persuasion on an enablement 
rejection. 

More particularly, the examiner in Ex parte Reese was reversed because 
the rejection had only been based on a conclusory statement that the specification did 
not contain a sufficiently explicit disclosure to enable a person to practice the claimed 
invention without exercising undue experimentation -- which the Board found to be 
merely a conclusory statement that only reflected the subjective and unsupported 
beliefs of a particular examiner and that was not supported by any proper evidence, 
facts or scientific reasoning. See id. Moreover, the Board made clear that it is 
"incumbent upon the Patent Office ... to back up assertions of its own with acceptable 
evidence," and also made clear that "[where an] examiner's 'Response to Argument' is 
not supported by evidence, facts or sound scientific reasoning, [then an] examiner has 
not established a prima facie case of lack of enablement under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first 
paragraph." See id. at 1222 & 1223 (italics in original). Here, it has not even been 
conclusorily asserted that undue experimentation would be required. 

It is believed and respectfully submitted that a person of reasonable skill 
in the art could without undue experimentation make and/or use the casting die as 
recited in the present claims. Figure 3 shows cooling bore holes that are smaller, 
spaced closer to each and to the cooling surface in the portion of the casting die 
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between lines B and C. Notwithstanding the above, Figure 3 has been amended to 
clarify the spacing, size and location of the cooling bore holes. It is therefore 
respectfully submitted that claims 1 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 satisfy the requirements 
of 35 U.S.C. § 112. Therefore, withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 112 rejection and 
allowance of these claims are respectfully requested. 

VI. Rejection of Claims 1 to 7. 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 
under 35 U.S.C. §112. 2 nd 1f 

Claims 1 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, second paragraph, as indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as their invention. Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 1 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 are allowable for the 
following reasons. 

The second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 merely requires that the claims 
set out and circumscribe a particular subject matter with a reasonable degree of clarity 
and particularity. As provided in M.P.E.P. § 2173.02, the "focus during examination of 
claims for compliance with the requirement for definiteness of 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph is whether the claim meets the threshold requirement of clarity and 
precision." In this regard, the "essential inquiry pertaining to this requirement is whether 
the claims set out and circumscribe a particular subject matter with a reasonable 
degree of clarity and particularity." Id. (emphasis added). "Definiteness of claim 
language must be analyzed, not in a vacuum, but in light of [, inter alia, the] content of 
the particular application disclosure [ and the] claim interpretation that would be given 
by one possessing the ordinary level of skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention 
was made." Id. If the claims, when read in light of the Specification, reasonably 
apprise those skilled in the art both of the utilization and scope of the invention, and if 
the language is as precise as the subject matter permits, the second paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12 demands no more. M.P.E.P. § 2173.05(a) (citing Shatterproof Glass 
Corp. v. Libbey Owens Ford Co., 758 F.2d 613, 225 U.S.P.Q. 634 (Fed. Cir. 1985)). 

With regard to claim 1 , the Office Action alleges that it is unclear what is 
meant by the limitation "at least one of running closer to the pouring surface, being 
configured narrower, and being spaced closer in at least one portion of the die body." 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 reasonably clearly conveys to one skilled in 
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the art that the bore holes, consistent with the Examiners second asserted 
interpretation, at least one of (1 ) runs closer to the pouring surface, (2) is configured 
narrower, and/or (3) are spaced closer, in at least one portion of the die body. 

The Office Action further alleges that it is unclear what is meant by the 
limitation "being configured narrower." As indicated above, the ordinary definition of 
the verb to narrow is "to lessen in width or extent." See attached p. 346 of the 1998 
Merriam-Webster Dictionary. Therefore, Applicants submit that it would have been 
reasonably clear to one of ordinary skill in the art that bore holes configured narrower 
means bore holes having a smaller diameter. Applicants respectfully further submit that 
given the prior art does not disclose using narrower or smaller bore holes in at least 
one portion of the die body, Applicants are not required to further limit that claim 
language so as to detail whether the bore holes have a constant diameter or taper. 

With regard to claims 1 and 16, the Office Action further alleges that it is 
unclear what is meant by the limitation "being spaced closer" or "being spaced at least 
20% closer" for the description of the bore holes. Applicants respectfully submit that 
one skilled in the art would understand the above language to mean spacing between 
bore holes. Notwithstanding the above, to expedite prosecution, claim 1 has been 
amended to recite "being spaced closer to each other," and claim 16 has been 
amended to recite "being spaced at least 20% closer to each other." No new matter 
has been added. See, for example, original claim 13, which recites that the spacing of 
the cooling bore holes in the thermally and mechanically stressed areas is at least 20% 
less than in the horizontal adjoining areas of the bath surface. See also p. 5, lines 24 
to 25, which states that the critical areas of the funnel transition may be provided with 
additional cooling bore holes. 

The Office Action further alleges that the terms "thickness" in claim 1 1 
and "reduced" in claim 10 are unclear. Specifically, the Office Action alleges that it is 
unclear whether the thickness are of a constant value or taper. As indicated above, 
given the state of the prior art, Applicants respectfully submit that Applicants are not 
required to limit these claims to further detail the type and manner of reduction of 
thickness. 

With respect to claim 14, the Office Action alleges that the term 
"narrower" is deemed to mean "tapering in a conical manner." Applicants respectfully 
disagree and submit that the ordinary definition of the verb "narrow" is "to lessen in 
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width or extent." See attached p. 346 of the 1998 Merriam-Webster Dictionary. 
Figures 4 and 5 have been amended to clearly show the reduction of width of the 
cooling grooves. Figures 4 and 5 show a cross section of the cooling grooves, which 
run parallel to the pouring direction. Cooling grooves positioned along the width of the 
casting die (Figure 3) in a thermally and mechanically stressed area, for example, 
between lines B and C, are narrower (Figure 4) along their length, i.e., have a smaller 
diameter, than in other portions (Figure 5) along the width of the casting die. 

The Office Action further alleges that the recitation "funnel" in claim 14 
lacks antecedent basis. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 14 has been 
amended to include antecedent basis for "funnel." 

In view of all of the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejection under 
35 U.S.C. § 112 and allowance of claims 1 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 are respectfully 
requested. 

VII. Rejection of Claims 1. 10, 12 and 15 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

Claims 1, 10, 12 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 3,595,302 ("Mallener"). Applicants respectfully submit 
that claims 1, 10, 12 and 15 are not rendered unpatentable by Mallener for the following 
reasons. 

Claim 1 relates to a liquid-cooled casting die for continuous billet casting. 
Claim 1 recites that the casting die includes a form-giving casting die body (1) having 
at least one broad side wall with a pouring-surface for receiving molten metal in a 
pouring direction, a cooling-surface in contact with a cooling bath, the pouring-surface 
and the cooling-surface defining a thickness. Claim 1 further recites that the cooling 
bore holes run parallel to the pouring direction and at least one of run closer to the 
pouring surface, are configured narrower, and are spaced closer to each other in at 
least one portion of the die body. 

Mallener purportedly relates to a cooling structure for continuous-casting 
mold. The mold is stated to include mold plates having grooves 16 cut into the rear 
surface. See col. 2, lines 60 to 73. Nowhere, however, does Mallener disclose, or 
even suggest, cooling bore holes running parallel to the pouring direction and at least 
one of running closer to the pouring surface, being configured narrower, and being 
spaced closer to each other in at least one portion of the die body, as recited in 


NY01 715285 


14 


amended claim 1 . Therefore, Mallener does not disclose all of the limitations of 
claim 1. 

The Office Action alleges that the grooves 16 qualify as the cooling bore 
holes. Respectfully, the Specification makes a clear distinction between cooling 
grooves or channels and bore holes. The term groove or channel is used when 
referring to the channel illustrated in Figures 4 and 5. The bore holes refer to holes 
drilled in the casting die between the channels, which is consistent with Figure 3 and 
original claim 15. Consistent with the above, when the Specification refers to features 
common to both the coolant grooves or channels and the bore holes it states "the same 
applies to the cooling bore holes." See p. 5, line 21 . Therefore, the grooves 16 of 
Mallener do not qualify as a cooling bore hole, as recited in claim 1 . 

To anticipate a claim, each and every element as set forth in the claim 
must be found in a single prior art reference. Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of 
Calif., 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 U.S.P.Q.2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir, 1987). Furthermore, 
"[t]he identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the . . . 
claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 U.S.P.Q.2d 1913, 
1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). That is, the prior art must describe the elements arranged as 
required by the claims. In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 15 U.S.P.Q.2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 
1990). As more fully set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that Mallener does not 
disclose, or even suggest, cooling bore holes running parallel to the pouring direction 
and at least one of running closer to the pouring surface, being configured narrower, 
and being spaced closer to each other in at least one portion of the die body, as recited 
in amended claim 1 . Therefore, Mallener does not anticipate claim 1 . Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejection and allowance of claim 1 is respectfully 
requested. 

As for claims 10,12 and 1 5, which ultimately depend from claim 1 , and 
therefore include all the limitations of claim 1, it is respectfully submitted that Mallener 
does not anticipate these dependent claims for at least the same reasons given above 
in support of the patentability of claim 1 . Accordingly, withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) rejection and allowance of claims 10, 12 and 15 are respectfully requested. 
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VIII- Rejection of Claims 1 to 7. 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 Under 35 U.S.C. 5 102(e) 

Claims 1 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,927,378 ("Grove et al."). 
Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 are not 
rendered unpatentable by Grove et al. for the following reasons. 

Grove et al. purportedly relate to a continuous casting mold and method. 
The casting mold is stated to include die plates including cooling slots 36 defined in the 
mold liner assembly 30 for conducting heat away from the inner surface 32 of the mold 
liner assembly 30. See col. 3, lines 29 to 31 . T m is stated to be the thickness at the 
deepened slot portion 40 and T b is stated to be the thickness at the deepened slot 
portion 38. See col. 3, lines 55 to 56. The distance T b -T m is stated to be varied along 
the horizontal extent of the mold so as to selectively direct enhanced cooling to certain 
portions of the inner surface of the mold liner assembly, and, to direct a diminished 
cooling effect to other portions of the mold liner assembly. See col. 3, line 66 to col. 4, 
line 4. Nowhere, however, do Grove et al. disclose, or even suggest, cooling bore 
holes running parallel to the pouring direction and at least one of running closer to the 
pouring surface, being configured narrower, and being spaced closer to each other in 
at least one portion of the die body, as recited in amended claim 1 . 

For the same reasons detailed above with respect to grooves of 
Mallener, Applicants respectfully submit that the cooling slots 36 of Grove et al. do not 
qualify as bore holes. Therefore, Grove et al. do not anticipate claim 1 . Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection and allowance of claim 1 are respectfully 
requested. 

As for claims 2 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16, which ultimately depend from 
claim 1 , and therefore include all the limitations of claim 1 , it is respectfully submitted 
that Grove et al. do not anticipate these dependent claims for at least the same reasons 
given above in support of the patentability of claim 1 . Accordingly, withdrawal of the 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection and allowance of claims 2 to 7, 10 to 12 and 14 to 16 are 
respectfully requested. 
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IX. Rejection of Claims 1 to 5. 10, 12 and 15 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) 

Claims 1 to 5, 10, 12 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as 
anticipated by WO 97/43063 ("Stagge et al."). Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 1 to 5, 10, 12 and 15 are not rendered unpatentable by Stagge et al. for the 
following reasons. 

Stagge et al. purportedly relate to a liquid-cooled mold. Stagge et al. 
state the mold includes side walls 2 including groove-like coolant channels 10, which 
can be supplied with cool water. See Abstract and p. 6, third par. of the translation 
provided by the Examiner. Nowhere, however, do Stagge et al. disclose, or even 
suggest, cooling bore holes running parallel to the pouring direction and at least one of 
running closer to the pouring surface, being configured narrower, and being spaced 
closer to each other in at least one portion of the die body, as recited in amended 
claim 1. 

For the same reasons detailed above with respect to the grooves of 
Mallener, Applicants respectfully submit that the cooling channels 10 of Stagge et al. do 
not qualify as bore holes. Therefore, Stagge et al. do not anticipate claim 1 . 
Accordingly, withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) rejection and allowance of claim 1 
are respectfully requested. 

As for claims 2 to 5, 10, 12 and 15, which ultimately depend from claim 1 , 
and therefore include all the limitations of claim 1, it is respectfully submitted that 
Stagge et al. do not anticipate these dependent claims for at least the same reasons 
given above in support of the patentability of claim 1 . Accordingly, withdrawal of the 
35 U.S.C. § 102(a) rejection and allowance of claims 2 to 5, 10, 12 and 15 are 
respectfully requested. 
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X. Conclusion 

It is therefore respectfully submitted that all of the presently pending 
claims are allowable. All issues raised by the Examiner having been addressed, an 
early and favorable action on the merits is earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 


Dated: August 4, 2004 



KENYON & KENYON 

By: Abraham P. Ronai 

Reg. No. 41,275 

One Broadway 

New York, New York 10004 

(212)425-7200 

CUSTOMER NO. 26646 
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naivety • natal 

na*ive*ty also na*Yve*ty Vna^e-va-teA n, pi -ties : naive- 
ty 

na*ked \'na-kad\ adj 1 : having no clothes on : nude 
2 : unsheathed (a ^ sword) 3 : lacking a usual or 
natural covering (as of foliage or feathers) 4 : plain, 
unadorned (the ~ truth) 5 : not aided by artificial 
means (seen by the ~- eye) — na*ked*ly adv — na- 
ked*ness n 

nanvby-panvby Vinam-be-'pam-beA adj 1 : insipid 2 
: weak , indecisive syn bland, flat, inane, jejune, 
vapid, wishy-washy 
^ame VnamX n 1 : a word or words by which a person 
or thing is known 2 : a disparaging epithet (call him 
~~s) 3 : REPUTATION; esp : distinguished reputation 
(made a for herself) 4 : family, clan <was a dis- 
grace to their ^) 5 : appearance as opposed to reality 
(a friend in ~ only) 
*name vb named; nanving 1 : to give a name to : call 
2 : to mention or identify by name 3 : nominate, ap- 
point 4 : to decide on : choose 5 : to mention explic- 
itly : specify <~ a price) — name-able adj 
'name adj 1 : of, relating to. or bearing a name <~ tag) 
2 : having an established reputation brands) 

name day n : the church feast day of the saint after 
whom one is named 

namHess V^nam-lasN adj 1 : having no name 2 : not 
marked with a name (a grave) 3 : not known by 
name (a ^ hero) 4 : too distressing to be described 
fears) — name*less»ly adv 

namely \-le\ adv : that is to say : as (the cat family, — , 
lions, tigers, and similar animals) 

name*plate\-iplat\ n : a plate or plaque bearing a name 
(as of a resident) 

name-sake \-tsak\ n : one that has the same name as 
another; esp : one named after another 

Na^mib-ianXna-'mi-be-an. -byan\n : a native or inhab- 
itant of Namibia — Namibian adj 

nan*keen \nan-*ken\ n : a durable brownish yellow 
cotton fabric orig. woven by hand in China 

nan*ny goat X'na-neA n : a female domestic goat 

nano-me-terX'na-na-ime-tgrXn : one billionth of a me- 
ter 

nano*second Vise-kand\ n : one billionth of a second 
'nap \ a nap\ vb napped; nap*ping 1 * to sleep briefly 

esp. during the day : doze 2 : to be off guard (was 

caught napping) 
*nap n : a short sleep esp. during, the day 
^nap n : a soft downy fibrous surface (as on yarn and 

cloth) — nap-less adj — napped \»napt\ adj 
na-palin X'na-ipalm, -ipam\ n [naphthalene + palmi- 

tate, salt of a fatty acid] 1 : a thickener used in jelling 

gasoline (as for incendiary bombs) 2 : fuel jelled with 

napalm 

nape \'nap, "nap\ n : the back of the neck 
na*pery \»na-p3-re\ n : household linen esp. for the ta- 
ble 

napb*tha X'naf-tho, 'napA n : any of various liquid hy- 
drocarbon mixtures used chiefly as solvents 

naph*tha*lene VilenX n : a crystalline substance used 
esp. in organic synthesis and as a moth repellent 

nap-kin \*nap-kan\ n 1 : a piece of material (as cloth) 
used at table to wipe the lips or fingers and protect 
the clothes 2 : a small cloth or towel 

na*po*leon Xna-'pol-yan, - , p6-16-3n\ n : an oblong pas- 
try with a filling of cream, custard, or jelly 

Na»po»leH>n»ic\n3-ipd-le- , a-nik\a<i/ : of, relating to, or 
characteristic of Napoleon I or his family 

narc also nark \'n3rk\ n, slang : a person (as a gov- 
ernment agent) who investigates narcotics violations 

nar*cis*sism N'nar-sd-isi-zamX n (G Narzissismus, fr. 
Narziss Narcissus, beautiful youth of Greek mythol- 
ogy who fell in love with his own image] 1 : undue 
dwelling on one's own self or attainments 2 : love of 
or sexual desire for one's own body — narHds-sist 
\-sist\ n or adj — nar«cls*sis»tic Vinar-sa-'sis-tikX adj 

nar*cis*sus \nar-'si-sos\ n, pi -cis-sus or -cis«sus»es or 
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-cis*si \-»si. -ise\ : daffodil; esp : one with short* I 
tubed flowers usu. bome separately 

nar*co*sis \nar-'ko-S3s\ n. pi -co*ses Visez\ : a state of 
stupor, unconsciousness, or arrested activity Wfr 
duced by the influence of chemicals (as narcotics) 

nar*cot*ic \nar-'ka-tik\ n [ME narkotik, fr. MF na ,. 
cotique, fr. narcotique, adj.. fr. ML narcoticus, ft I 
Gk narkdtikos, fr. narkoun to benumb, fr. nar ^ 
numbness] : a drug (as opium) that dulls the senstj | 
and induces sleep — narcotic adj 

nar*co*tize \'nar-ka-ttiz\ vb -tized; -riz-ing ] rtotrcj I 
with or subject to a narcotic; also : to put into a state I 
of narcosis 2 : to soothe to unconsciousness ornj. 
awareness 

nard \'nard\ n : a fragrant ointment of the ancicnti 
na*res \*nar-(i)ez\ n pt [L] : the pair of openings of the I 
nose I 
Nar*ra*gan*set \inar-a-'gan-s3t\ n, pi Narraganset a I 
Narragansets : a member of an American Indian peo I 
' pie of Rhode Island I 
narrate \'nar-iat\ vb nar-rat»ed; nar-raMng : ton- 1 
cite the details of (as a story) : relate, tell — ml 
ra*rion \na-'ra-shan\ n — nar»ra*tor \ B nar-ii-t*\i V 
narrative \ B nar-3-tiv\ n 1 : something that is namtetf I 
: story 2 : the art or practice of narrating I 
1 nar»row \ § nar-6\ a dj 1 : of slender or less than sta» I 
dard width 2 : limited in size or scope : restektb I 
3 : not liberal in views : prejudiced 4 : interpreted a I 
interpreting strictly 5 : close (won by a ~~ mania); | 
also : barely successful (a ~ escape) — narrow- | 
ly adv — narrowness n 
Harrow n : a narrow passage : strait — usu. ufsedi | 
Pi. 

■•narrow vb : to lessen in width or extent 
nar»row — mind*ed \inar-6-* min-dadX adj • not liberal* I 
broad-minded syn illiberal, bigoted, hidebound, iotot [ 
erant 

nar*whal N'nar-ihwal. "nar-wah n : an arctic seam 
mal about 20 feet (6 meters) long that is related to* I 
dolphins and in the male has a long twisted ivory oni I 



narwhal 

NAS abbr naval air station , ■ 

NASA \»na-s»\ abbr National Aeronautics W$& 

Administration [ 
■na'sal \»na-Z3l\ n 1 : a nasal part 2 : a nasal cogg?" | 

or vowel • KVf^ij 

hiasal adj 1 : of or relating to the nose 

through the nose — na*sal*ly adv I 
na«saWze\ , na-z»-il?z\ vb -Ized; -Iz-ing : to ra J8S I 

or pronounce as a nasal sound — n * s ^S?-f 

Xina-za-U-'zS-shanX n \ J 

na*scent \'nas-»nt, "nasA adj : coming into:5«gJJ"iJ 

: beginning to grow or develop — na " sc ^^Si I 
nas*tur*Hum \n»-' star-sham, na-\ n : ^"^.^^j" 

widely cultivated watery-stemmed herbs wrtgfp! 

spurred flowers and pungent seeds 
nas'ty \'nas-te\ adj nas-ti-er; -est 1 : nLTHY^^ I 

CENT, OBSCENE 3 : HARMFUL, DANGEROUSjWj^J 


fall) 4 : disagreeable ( — weather) 5:1 
natured (a ~~ temper) 6 : difficult, veXW 
^ problem) 7 : unfair, dirty (a ~ triM 
U»ly \'nas-t»-le\ adv — nas*ti*ness Vte-ngt! 
nat abbr 1 national 2 native 3 natural . ^pkr 
na»tal X'nat-'lX adj 1 : native 2 : of, rela^;- 
present at birth 


